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SUPREME COURT : NEW YORK COUNTY _
SPECIAL TERM PART I . -
———————————————————————————————————————————— X
JEROME H. BARR and CITIBANX, N.A., as W
Executors of the Will of Milton Xaufnan, Y
Plaintiffs, -
o sy i |
—A521n30- LIS e 16792_1;
YMAN RAFFE, i
efamdand,
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A2 rd Party, Praiptic?,
-2 iinsn -
“UCCINT CLTIE.S, L8., FEisE PATH. acd
HOSE AT EFARTET I,
Aird Ay sl anaanT s
______________________________________________ zZ
Domeld Dismepd. Jose93 Pefire
o\,
“his spplicision for relief gursuant t5 I3L3 5015 is
denisd withcou~ yrejudize %“v a ranzwal o7 3he agriiz=tion upoa—"

compliance with the osre-zotion nsrocedures established this

action.

Innediately after @2y appointment to supervise
disclosure and to report on disputed issues of fact which might

be raised in motions, a pre-motion procedure was astablished




whereby all motions for leave to Te-8rgus, renew or for relief
that requires that the moéion be made on notice to 8 Justice of
this court under the provisions of CPLR 2221 could te orought on
only by order to show cause signed by the Jnge who auast pass

upon the application. . -

Jith respect to 211 other noticns, tha =ovant is

required to arrange for 8 cre-moticn coniesrence for -*a purpose

of estadblishing a procedurs for tre resolution of azr sossible

fa

l1sputed issue of fac* that 2ight te raized in conz2:-ion with

*the notion.

The oro

b
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dure sorsists 8 “hs zsven= caliinz 211 octher
rartis=s entitled “c rec2ivz nctice 2L The makirg &f “he agtien ar
their attorneys and arrang2 ror a zutual ly convani=2pt date and

“ipme to appear for the cenfz2renze aad notify me 2° -hs date and

time agre=d uLon 5y the nartics,

If there is any dirficulty in arranging 1o- a autually
convenient time and date, the prospective movant is 5 telephone

2e and I would establish the time and data for the c:zf=2rence.

Parenthetically, no party seeking a pre-nmotion
conference has had any difficulty in scheduling the date and time

for the conferencs since the establishment of the rule.



.ocposed the holding of
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However, the defendant pro se dyman Raffe and Ceorge

Sassower, ZEsq. havs opposed conducting any pre-mwotion czonference.

According to the moving affidavit, a prior applicazion for an

order to show cause on a ";enewal" moiion was denied Dby ; Justice

of this court_and it appears that thz relief éought Tursuant to

E2LR 5015 48 similar ﬁo that applicatien with defez2ant Raffe
i

“sing the san2 pzpers that were subzitted on ~2e danied

Th2 pro sz defendant and George S5assower. Ts§. have

T Jerence 53ince TxZ2 rule was
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getablisted, The cotjections havs te=n zouchad <= vague and
concluscry allesation.wizh fiffus=d chi2cticns to 32ze fora of

zave they

ephsaeral rizht to oring on sotions. In rn>y iastarc
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ever made a single factual showing that a sabs

teing prejudiced by thae holding of 2 enafzrenczs.

Since tne establishament »r the rula, Ther: -as been a
plethora of litigation in the Federal Courts, Aprzell=<:z Division
and this court where .the movant has sued several Jus‘izes of this
Court and myself. After one abortive lawsuit was arought, &

successive action was brought against the succe=sful Z2afendants

a3 well as the Attorney General of the State of New York and the

"Assistant Attorney General who represented the public officials

B8ued by movant.



An order was entéred on January 25, 1283, =ade by Mr.
Justice Edward J. Greenfield enjoining Georgs Sa-sqyer from
representing the third rarty defendant Puceini Clothes, Ltd., as
an attorney and on February 4, 1982, an order was zads by Mr.

Justice Thomas V. Sinclair granting the motion of tha thirgd party

dglendants to disqualil; Georgs Sassower fron FaErasenting the

defendant Rarife.

In th= proceedings ©v2for: ms Geor
-ignored fhe order removing hiz as attorneyAand it A8 aroarent
tnat the real dbjection to the holding of : g-s-20tisn
conference, a procedurs us2d in :-e s2desal gal gilez :aurts? is
Yo conceal and soscurs his sonti

p
Raffe and that he is acting as his astornsy “with -sszaect to the

zaXing of motions in the proczedings whers he has -ean reEsved,
- k=]

The totality of circuastances all Esiey T 32a Past
that Mr. Sassower czontinues to repressnc Y=z

notwithstanding the order removing him.

George Sassower maintains his office for tke practice

of law at the same business address used by the dersnZant pro se

with both sharing the same business telephone nuabver.

T 2 T TR




The wmotion papers used on the zakinz of +his motion
contains a supporting affirmation by George Sassowar Jated August

24, 1984, long after he was barred froa representing the movant,

The physical appearance of the pazers subaitted by the
defendant pro se bearing a striking resemblance to “hose papers
clearly identifiable to George Sassower and ars =ais cn the same

type of pacer with the Same type style and forasteias,
: ’ '
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In addition to the S h
iraftsnanship 2 the motion sapers, language =2ad t2l=nic style
Sear such r2margable sigilarity that they ars Cilzar’y =2uthored by

& single rand.

s 23

t each instance where the dafencdan- 2TO se was
‘requirad to aprear before me, Mr. Sassower arpgear+l indicating

that hs scontinuss Ravine tiss wish zha + Fandsrt zro se and

{]

2dvocating the contentions of the pro se deferndant with utter
disregard of the order removing him from acting as attorney for

the pro se 1litigant. ' B

During the deposition of- the defendesnt °To se, Mr.
Sassower was removed from the room. On that ozcasion, his
daughter Elena Ruth Sassower remained as an observer during the
examihaiion before trial of the defendant pro se. dis daughter

also served the moving papers for the making of this sotion.
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After a brief recess in the g2iselosare procesding, Yr.
Sassower returned to the room and it wasS nec2ssary o

escorted out of the courthouse. Again, his deughter -2zained as

an observear.

On another occasion, I ohservad r:is daughter
gavesdropsing at deor during the holdirg o a a¢=fzrence with

ay
the attornsys in this case.
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tze depcsition of ths defendan: :-o 58, 28
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invokei niz corsti*utional srivilege 4o relus:® 5 answar

questicns about his =zotivities 25 a pro cs Titicatos ~2ading to

~

the infer2nec: trhat if he :ad answered tre JES581l 208, o2 ARSWEDS
would nave 2stabijisred  *ha- George . Sazsower - S.ilmuses  #®o

represert tre defzncdant pro 52 as an zttornsy al-n:ugh he is

¢ e
-

;::red rrom such acsivite

None these activitie

[}

are consistent .itx The role of
an attorney after the wakxing of an order r2moving tle Zawrer from

Tepresenting parties to this lawsuit.

On Septeaber 18, 1984, Mr. Sassower appea:rei before ae
advised ms not to schedule the continued-disclosure g the pro 2
defendant because Mr. Raffe would not appear at the tize and date
previously fixed. And, the defendant Raffe did dsfault in the
furnishing of disclosurs. |

o QY




Mr. Sassower's continued participatiss. in thoge
proceedings violate the orders of this court berrizs him from

acting as an attornsy for parties to this lawsz2it and I

-constrained to view the role of his daughter as beiaz an alter

-

€go whereby Mr. Sassowar continues ‘o control thes 1lizization for

..L-_s

the pro se derfandant notwithstanding his rewoval by c-iar of this
court as well as his physi:al -emoval “ronm e seartszzss
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as attorney, tcth and he and ais dau

tarred froz aztending a'l Tur-tar Brrgeel fsy BeRFuETEl TEFore oe
in those acti:as and Bromesd o Woers Deupws Jasssner sas been

removad as atiormsy.

Jated: 3eptemter 26, 132_,
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